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Remarks 

Claims 1-3, 5-9 and 1 1-20 are pending in the application. 

Claims 1-3, 5-9 and 11-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as not falling within 
one of the four statutory categories of invention. 

Claims 1-3, 5-9 and 11-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Glazko (US 2002/0160719, hereinafter Glazko) in view of Neufeld 
(US 2002/0067762, hereinafter Neufeld). 

Each of the various rejections and objections are overcome by amendments that 
are made to the specification, drawing, and/or claims, as well as, or in the alternative, by 
various arguments that are presented. 

Any amendments to any claim for reasons other than as expressly recited herein 
as being for the purpose of distinguishing such claim from known prior art are not being 
made with an intent to change in any way the literal scope of such claims or the range of 
equivalents for such claims. They are being made simply to present language that is 
better in conformance with the form requirements of Title 35 of the United States Code 
or is simply clearer and easier to understand than the originally presented language. Any 
amendments to any claim expressly made in order to distinguish such claim from known 
prior art are being made only with an intent to change the literal scope of such claim in 
the most minimal way, i.e., to just avoid the prior art in a way that leaves the claim novel 
and not obvious in view of the cited prior art, and no equivalent of any subject matter 
remaining in the claim is intended to be surrendered. 

Also, since a dependent claim inherently includes the recitations of the claim or 
chain of claims from which it depends, it is submitted that the scope and content of any 
dependent claims that have been herein rewritten in independent form is exactly the same 
as the scope and content of those claims prior to having been rewritten in independent 
form. That is, although by convention such rewritten claims are labeled herein as having 
been "amended," it is submitted that only the format, and not the content, of these claims 
has been changed. This is true whether a dependent claim has been rewritten to expressly 
include the limitations of those claims on which it formerly depended or whether an 
independent claim has been rewritten to include the limitations of claims that previously 
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depended from it. Thus, by such rewriting no equivalent of any subject matter of the 
original dependent claim is intended to be surrendered. If the Examiner is of a different 
view, he is respectfully requested to so indicate. 

Independent claim 1 is amended. Support is foimd in the Specification at least at 
paragraph [0011]. Various additional amendments are made to address various 
informalities. Thus, Applicants believe that all claims pending in the application are in a 
condition for allowance. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. 101 

Claims 1-3, 5-9 and 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as being directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Responsive to the Examiner, Applicants have amended 
independent claim 1. Support is found in the Specification at least at paragraph [001 1]. 
Thus, Applicants respectfiilly submit that claim 1 is now clearly tied to a statutory 
apparatus (i.e., a base station cell/base station cells). As such, claim 1 fully complies 
with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 101. Moreover, claims 2-3, 5-9 and 11-12 depend 
from independent claim 1 respectively, and include all relevant limitations of the base 
claim. Thus, claims 2-3, 5-9 and 1 1-12 also now fully comply with the requirements of 
35 U.S.C. 101. As such, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of all of claims 
1-3, 5-9 and 1 1-12 under 35 U.S.C. 101 be withdrawn. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. 103 

Claims 1-3, 5-9 and 11-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Glazko in view of Neufeld. The rejection is traversed. 

Glazko discloses techniques to search for a gated pilot reference in a wireless 
communication system whereby an overall code space in which the pilot may be found is 
partitioned into a number of groups of code sets, with each code set representative of all 
possible chip offsets of a specific PN sequence. The groups are ordered based on the 
likelihood of detecting the pilot in each of the groups. The groups of code sets are then 
used to search for the pilot, one group at a time, starting with the group most likely to 
result in successful pilot acquisition and ending with the group least likely to resuh in 
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successful pilot acquisition. The search is terminated upon successful acquisition. (See 
Glazko, Abstract). 

Neufeld teaches generating a pseudo-random number (PN) sequence at a desired 
phase using "masking" to adjust the phase of the PN sequence in coarse increments (e.g., 
64-PN chip increments) to account for a large phase adjustment and using slewing to 
adjust the PN phase in fine increments (e.g., 1/8 PN chip increments) to obtain the 
desired phase. (See Neufeld, Abstract). 

Glazko and Neufeld fail to make obvious Applicants' independent claim 1 
because Glazko and Neufeld alone or in combination fail to teach or suggest all elements 
of independent claim 1 . Specifically, Glazko and Neufield fail to teach or to suggest 
determining a minimum delay offset between pseudorandom number offsets that will 
avoid signal collision when the pseudorandom number offsets are assigned to adjacent 
sectors of the same cell, as positively recited by Applicants' independent claim 1. 
Applicants' claim 1 positively recites: 



1 . A method for assigning pseudorandom number offsets of a 
synchronized timing system to sectors of commimication cells associated 
with base stations in a communications network comprising the steps of: 

determining a minimum delay offset between pseudorandom 
number offsets that will avoid signal collision when the pseudorandom 
number offsets are assigned to adjacent sectors of the same base station 
cell; 

applying delay offsets of no less than the minimum delay offset 
and no more than two offsets greater than the mmimum delay offset 
between pseudorandom number offsets assigned to adjacent sectors of the 
same base station cell; and 

applying varied delay offsets between pseudorandom number 
offsets assigned to sectors of different base station cells. (Emphasis 
added). 

In one embodiment Applicants teach determining a minimum delay offset 
between pseudorandom number offsets that will avoid signal collision when the 
pseudorandom number offsets are assigned to adjacent sectors of the same cell and 
applying delay offsets of no less than the minimum delay offset. For example, 
Applicants teach making assignable all the PN offsets allowed by the standard by setting 
PILOT INC to 1. For 15-95, all 512 offsets within the standard are now assignable. Thus, 
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rather than using a large PILOT INC (e.g., N=7) to create fixed delay between PN offset 
assignments (e.g., 0, 8, 16, etc.), embodiments of the present invention creates variable 
delay between PN offset assignments through the careful selection of PN offsets with 
respect to the location of sectors (cells) within the CDMA network. Collisions are 
avoided in nearby sectors by choosing PN offsets that are just offset or delayed enough in 
time to avoid collisions. For sectors further apart, PN offset assignments are chosen from 
the maximum pool of 512 in the case of IS-95, with greater delay offsets than in nearby 
sectors but with just enough delay. Finally, for those sectors far enough apart where 
collisions are rendered harmless, the already assigned PN offsets can be reassigned. Thus, 
it is possible to more efficiently utilize PN offsets by first expanding the assignable pool 
up to the maximum allowed by the standard (512 in IS-95) and use variable delay offsets 
to be able to assign more of them unconstrained by PILOT INC. (See, e.g.. Specification 
para. [0017]). 

The alleged combination (as taught by Glazko) fails to teach or suggest 
determining a minimum delay offset between pseudorandom number offsets that will 
avoid signal collision when the pseudorandom number offsets are assigned to adjacent 
sectors of the same cell . Notably, Glazko is silent with respect to assigning 
pseudorandom number offsets to adjacent sectors of the same cell. Consequently, Glazko 
also fails to teach or to suggest determining a minimum delay offset between 
pseudorandom number offsets that will avoid signal collision when the pseudorandom 
number offsets are assigned to adjacent sectors of the same cell, as recited in Applicants' 
independent claim 1. 

Neufeld fails to bridge the substantial gap left by Glazko because Neufeld also 
fails to teach or to suggest determining a minimum delay offset between pseudorandom 
number offsets that will avoid signal collision when the pseudorandom number offsets 
are assigned to adjacent sectors of the same cell, as recited in Applicants' independent 
claim 1. Notably, Neufeld is also silent with respect to assigning pseudorandom nvimber 
offsets to adjacent sectors of the same cell. Thus, Neufeld also fails to teach or to suggest 
determining a minimum delay offset between pseudorandom number offsets that will 
avoid signal collision when the pseudorandom number offsets are assigned to adjacent 
sectors of the same cell . 
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Notwithstanding, the Office Action refers to Glazko para. [0033]-[0035] as 
disclosing such features. (See Office Action p. 3 section 4). However, this portion of 
Glazko only notes that "The closest PN offsets that may be assigned to the (neighboring) 
access points are determined by CDMA standards." (see Glazko para. [0035]). Again, 
Glazko is silent with respect to pseudorandom number offsets are assigned to adjacent 
sectors of the same cell . As such, it is apparent that Glazko fails to teach or to even 
suggest determining a minimum delay offset between pseudorandom number offsets that 
will avoid signal collision when the pseudorandom number offsets are assigned to 
adjacent sectors of the same cell . 

Thus, for at least the foregoing reasons, Applicant's independent claim 1 is 
allowable over Glazko in view of Neufeld under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Moreover, independent claim 13 recites relevant limitations similar to those 
recited in independent claim 1. As such, for at least the same reasons discussed above, 
independent claim 13 also is allowable over Glazko in view of Neufeld under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a). Since all of the dependent claims that depend firom the independent claims 
include all the limitations of the respective independent claim from which they ultimately 
depend, each such dependent claim is also allowable over Glazko in view of Neufeld 
under 35 U.S.C. 103. 

As all references have been overcome as described above, Applicant submits that 
the claims are in a condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to withdraw the rejection. 
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Conclusion 



It is respectfully submitted that the Office Action's rejections have been 
overcome and that this application is now in condition for allowance. Reconsideration 
and allowance are, therefore, respectfully solicited. 

If, however, the Examiner still believes that there are unresolved issues, the 
Examiner is invited to call Eamon Wall at (732) 842-8110 x 120 so that arrangements 
may be made to discuss and resolve any such issues. 



WALL & TONG, LLP 
595 Shrewsbury Avenue, Suite 100 
Shrewsbury, New Jersey 07702 
Telephone: 732-842-8110 
Facsimile: 732-842-8388 



Respectfully submitted, 





Eamon J. Wall 
Registration No. 39,414 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 



1002893-1 



